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Table 1. Mining licenses in Romania and the main shareholders
 Project	name Company Main	shareholders License	type
  1. Roşia Montană Roşia Montană Gold Gabriel Resources exploitation 
  Corporation S.A. Ltd. (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  2. Bucium Roşia Montană Gold Gabriel Resources exploration 
  Corporation S.A. Ltd. (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  3. Certej Deva Gold S.A.  Eldorado Gold Corporation exploitation 
   (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  4. Brad Deva Gold S.A Eldorado Gold Corporation exploration 
   (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  5. Muncel Deva Gold S.A Eldorado Gold Corporation exploration 
   (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  6. Deva Deva Gold S.A. Eldorado Gold Corporation exploration 
   (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  7. Băiţa- Deva Gold S.A. Eldorado Gold Corporation exploitation 
 Crăciuneşti  (CA) şi Minvest (RO)
  8. Rovina-Câlnic Samax Romania S.A. Carpathian Gold (CA) exploration





























































































































































































A DECISION ANALYSIS MODEL  
FOR THE ROŞIA MONTANĂ CASE STUDY
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The methodology of the Roşia Montană case study
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Measures to protect 
and preserve  
cultural heritage 





















Safety of locals 
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EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
As	we	have	previously	mentioned,	the	five	main	criteria	of	our	multi-criteria	decision	tree	are:	
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The	expected	value	graphs	become	as	follows:
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  Alternative 3	(The	project	in	the	initial	form,	with	the	provisions	from	the	1999	license)	is	
the	least	advantageous	of	the	four,	and	can	be	discarded	(at	a	contraction	level	of	85%	there	
is	no	overlap	with	the	others,	and	the	values	are	negative	and	lowest).
  Alternative 4	(Tourism)	appears	to	be	the	optimal	decision	in	this	scenario.
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II.		Insufficient	reliable	data	for	certain	scenarios:	this	was	the	case	for	the	tourism	alternative,	
where	we	were	able	to	find	only	one	complex	study	with	reliable,	research-based	
projections.	
III.		Lack	of	proper	authorship	attribution:	the	EIA	reports	fail	to	mention	the	authors	behind	
each	report,	but	only	list	all	the	institutes,	independent	experts	and	companies	which	
have	contributed	with	their	expertize	(a	problem	also	encountered	for	other	documents).	
After	the	EIA	was	submitted	to	the	Ministry	of	Environment	in	2006,	a	public	consultation	
followed	during	which	citizens,	NGOs,	institutes	and	experts	were	invited	to	submit	their	
questions	and	concerns	about	the	documentation.	The	questions	were	sent	to	the	Ministry,	
but	the	answers	came	from	the	company.	
IV.		Citizens’	comments	on	Facebook,	blogs	or	public	debates	were,	as	expected,	the	most	
imprecise	and	did	not	add	extra	content	to	the	information	available	in	reports,	books	
and	articles.	The	most	recurrent	issues	signalled	by	citizens	and	the	civil	society	were	
translated	into	the	multi-criteria	analysis	by	assigning	higher	weighs	to	the	concerns.	
Generally,	the	same	concerns	were	also	detailed	in	other	documents,	coming	from	eg.	the	
Romanian	Academy,	the	Academy	of	Economic	Studies,	and	others,	therefore	the	weighs	
reflected	more	emitters	than	one.	.
V.		Limited	resources:	Unlike	other,	bigger	case	studies	presented	in	this	report	that	were	
carried	out	with	the	financial	support	of	public	authorities,	our	limited	resources	did	not	
allow	us	to	organize	workshops	with	the	stakeholders	involved	or	employ	other	means	of	
obtaining	a	more	precise	and	direct	assessment	of	their	position	on	the	topic.	This	implies	
both	that	our	research	was	limited	to	secondary	data,	and	that	a	rigorous	stakeholder	
analysis	was	not	feasible.	However,	the	current	research	represents	a	well-documented	
starting	point	for	further,	more	refined	decision	analysis	that	would	help	better	differentiate	
between	Alt.1.	and	Alt.2.,	which	at	the	moment	are	held	as	the	most	available	options	
and	which,	in	our	analysis,	are	hard	to	prioritize	one	over	the	other.	Also,	studies	on	other	
potential	alternatives	can	be	conducted	following	our	multi-criteria	decision	tree.
This	research	wouldn’t	have	been	possible	without	the	documentation	made	available	with	
the	civil	society	protests	and	journalistic	investigations,	which	released	the	license	contracts	
and	made	way	for	a	parliamentary	public	hearing	of	the	main	stakeholders	and	of	the	
arguments	pro	and	against	the	project.
61
CONCLUSIONS
CONCLUSIONS
Drawing	on	the	sensitivity	analysis	we	can	conclude	that	the	alternative	of	implementing	
the	project	with	the	old	provisions,	dating	in	the	1999	license,	can	be	dropped,	because	it	is	
clearly	the	most	disadvantageous	of	the	four	options.	In	addition,	in	most	cases,	the	Tourism	
alternative	turns	out	to	be	the	optimal	one,	but	we	must	take	this	result	with	caution	because	
in	certain	cases	the	difference	from	Alternative	1	and	2	is	not	very	large,	and	because	
the	data	available	for	this	option	comes	from	imprecise	and	uncertain	projections.	There	
precautions	are	reflected	by	the	8th	Scenario,	where	Credibility	issues	are	prioritized,	and,	
as	a	consequence,	the	best	alternative	becomes	that	of	not	doing	anything	(Alt.2).	This	is	
because	the	Tourism	Alternative	ultimately	depends	on	political	will,	investor	interest	and	on	
how	such	a	project	would	be	implemented.	In	addition,	the	8th	Scenario	reflects	the	current	
situation,	where	action	has	been	frozen	as	a	result	of	the	massive	protests	which	were	to	a	
great	extent	due	to	the	lack	of	transparency,	the	legality	problems	and	the	credibility	of	the	
whole	process.	
Another	conclusion	that	can	be	drawn	from	the	analysis	is	that	with	the	current	data	it	is	
difficult	to	say	whether	it	is	better	to	launch	the	project	in	its	updated	form	(Alt.	1)	or	to	not	
take	any	further	action	(Alt.	2).	In	most	cases,	these	two	alternatives	largely	overlap,	or	the	
differentiations	are	rather	insignificant.	There	is	only	one	scenario	where	there	is	a	clear	
hierarchy	between	the	two	options:	if	we	value	more	the	credibility,	legality	and	transparency	
of	the	process,	the	situation	shifts	and	the	Zero	alternative	becomes	a	wiser	decision.	This	
result	can	be	translated	in	a	valuable	recommendation	for	the	mining	company	and	for	the	
political	decision-makers.	If	these	stakeholders	want	the	continuation	of	the	project	and	its	
acceptance	by	civil	society,	the	key	challenge	is	to	increase	the	transparency	of	the	process	
and	improve	the	credibility	and	legal	aspects,	entering	an	honest	dialogue	with	the	civil	
society,	in	order	to	gain	people’s	trust.	If	these	aspects	cannot	be	met,	the	decision-makers	
need	to	pay	attention	to	the	alternatives	available	for	a	sustainable	development	in	the	area.
Future	possible	directions	of	inquiry	and	action:
  Research	in	cooperation	with	other	member	states	of	alternative	technologies	leading	to	
environmentally	safer	mining;	cost-benefits	analysis,	sustainability,	range	of	applicability;
  Expanding	the	multi-criteria	tree	with	more	technical	information,	leading	to	a	wider	
number	of	branches	and	subcriteria,	after	gaining	more	input	on:	touristic	development,	
local	authority	plans	in	case	the	project	is	rejected	for	good,	public	opinion	preferences	and	
perceived	risks	and	needs.
  Alternatives	for	sustainable	development	in	areas	where	state-funded	mining	was	ceased.
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